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Dear Board Members,

) Enclosed you will find the Tert for transmittal ofredline Findings to Board

The Januaiy 12,2006 staff report lbr the SOCTJIP action items included Attachment A, “Findings, Facts in
Support of Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations Regarding the Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report for the SOCTIIP” (“Findings”). Some minor changes have been made to these Findings.
Transmitted herewith for your review are two items: 1) a chart briefly explaining the changes to the Findings,
and 2) a redline showing the changes (other than minor corrections of a non-substantive nature, which are not
included in the redline version).

As described in the attached chart, and shown on the redline pages, the changes are clarifications,
explanations and minor corrections. None of the conclusions in the Januaiy 12,2006 Findings have changed.

Also, enclosed fbr your review are (11) comment letters received after the Jan. 1 9 Board Meeting.

Sincerely,

Macic Cleaiy-Mllan tY
Deputy Director, Environmental Planning

Attachments: SOCTIIP Findings Explanation of Revisions to 12/3 0/05 Version
Comment letters: (11)

MntACJE\Letters\2OO6O221O6 B-FTC Board TCAThnsmittaLdoo



SOCTIIP Findings
Explanation of Revisions to 12/30105 Version

Finding or Section of Findings Change

1.5 Provided clarification of baseline for air quality impacts.

2.2,1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3 Clarified that Finding 3 is the only finding that is applicable
to this impact. Provided text to clarify that Mitigation
Measure LU-i and PDF 2-1 do not avoid or substantially
lessen the effect.

2.5.1 Clarification and provided 2006 forecast PM10 emissions for
comparison.

2.7.2 Provided additional facts from Responses to Comments
about restoration in Upper Chiquita Canyon Conservation
Area. Provided reference to restoration ecologist for
increase in habitat values in Upper Chiguita.

2.7.4 Provided reference to restoration ecologist for increase in
habitat values in Upper Chiguita.

3.6.1 Clarified finding that CO impacts are less than significant.
Deleted mitigation for construction (finding is for operation).
Clarified that toll free analysis is informational and not the
basis for finding less than significant.

_______________________

Clarification about federal and state standards for PM10.

3.1 1.2 Referenced reduction in number of thread-leaved brodiaea
plants impacted by Preferred Alternative. Added conclusion
from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that existing and
pending plans provide substantial preservation of the species.
Clarified reasoning for conclusion that impacts to this plant
are reduced to below a level of significance and fillymitigated.

4.4,3 Provided explanation that SAFE TEA-LU does not make the
1-5 Alternative practicable. Included reference to PFMGroup memorandum re financial operations and ability tofind the SR-241 extension.

4.5 (Section 4(f)
Resources/Cultural)

Deleted some text that is included elsewhere. Clarified therewill be no impact on continued ceremonial use of the 2 coreSMAD sites.

____ ______________________

several locations Deleted references to Finding 2 (mitigation is responsibilityof another agency). Minor corrections of a non-substantivenature.



FINDINGS, FACTS IN SUPPORT OF FINDINGS ANT)
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
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on the ground in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15125, subdivision (a). Several,) different scenarios were evaluated, to inform the public and decision makers of the effects of the
project over time as projected population growth occurs and as other planned transportation
improvements are implemented. See, for example, Final SEIR, Section 2.4, no action special
studies scenarios.

For most of the environmental topics in the Final SEW and in these Findings, the Board
finds that existing environmental conditions are the appropriate baseline condition for the
purpose of detennining whether an impact is significant. However, the Board finds that the
existing physical environmental conditions (current population and traffic levels) do not provide
a reasonable baseline for the purpose of determining whether traffic impacts of the project are
significant.

• The SOCTUP traffic analysis evaluated two levels of future circulation system
improvements, a funded/committed system and the build out of the Master Plan of Arterial
Highways (MPAH). Impacts of the SOCTIJP were compared to the impacts that would occur
under the different assumptions regarding improvements to the circulation system.

• The Board finds that the traffic setting, or baseline, against which impacts should be
assessed for determining the significance of traffic impacts is the buildout of the MPAH system
and the 14,000 dwelling unit RMV project. This is appropriate for the following reasons. First,
the existing traffic condition is an unrealistic baseline due to normal traffic growth, adopted
population forecasts and adopted general plans that provide for and predict additional growth.in
the SOCTI[P study area during the project planning horizon,

.

Second, it is reasonable to compare project traffic impacts to a baseline of the MPAB
buildout because: a) many of the MPAH improvements in the SOCTIIP study area. are
committed and/or funded, b) other MPAII improvements will be required to be implemented as
part of approved development, c) the improvement to La Pata Avenue was the major relevant
MPAH improvement not committed at the time of the preparation of the Draft SEIR, but the La
Pata improvement is now a condition of approval of the RMV Ranch Plan, and, d) Within the
SOCTDP study area, the additional MPAH improvements that are not already committed and/or
funded are facilities that will have little effect on the traffic impacts of the project.

‘l’hird, it is reasonable to include the development of 14,000 units on the Rancho Mission
Viejo Company property in the environmental baseline for evaluation of the significance of
traffic impacts because: a) the County approved this level of development, b) the County of
Orange, RMV and several environmental organizations entered into a settlement agreement that
approves this level of the development on the RMV property, and c) the assumption that this
level of development will occur is a more conservative approach to the identification of
significant impacts and is in accord with the purposes of CEQA to provide full disclosure of
potential impacts.

The.Lair nuiily a’&prnyjes aQpJj jiof r’ecLjnpacts to two cpnditio
cjtigcditjonnciature b1jne MPAiwid,.14&00 wilts

N p R sipoYijp
J
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seofdeterrniningether air qualityiinpacts of the project arerngpjicant, The reasons Ibrthis are the same reasons provided above for traffic. Because the air quality mod]ji is basedon the traffic mpdeljn. it is aunrouriate to make the same baseline comparison for air quality.

2.0 FINDINGS REGARDING IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE MITIGATED
BELOW A LEVEL OF SIGNIflCANCE.

The following sets forth all significant effects of the Corridor, and with respect to each effect,makes one or more of the findings set forth in the Introduction above, states facts in support ofsuch findings, and as appropriate, refers to the Statement of Overriding Considerations which isattached hereto.

2.1 Traffic.

The Final EIS/SEIR discusses long-term traffic conditions with and without the SouthOrange County Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Project (SOCTIIP). It also discussespotential short-term adverse impacts associated with the construction of each of the SOCTIIPbuild Alternatives.

• •The Preferred Alternative will result in short term construction-related adverse traffic.impacts as discussed below. The Prefthed Alternative Will alleviate long-term transportationand circulation deficiencies and congestion. The Preferred Alternative’s beneficial impacts. are) discussed in the Statement of Overriding ConsideratiOns.

2.1.1 Significant Effect: Short Term Traffic Impacts. Construction of thePreferred Alternative involves traffic related impacts that would occu± temporarily duringconstruction. These impacts are associated with trips and the movement of constructionequipment and workers to and from work site(s), materials movement, and diversion of trafficfrom roads and freeways on which construction will be occurring. These trips would betemporary during construction -and would vary depending on the local streets used for aCcess tothe construction sites, the number of trips and the time of day those trips are made.

The volume Of trips could cause substantial adverse impacts on the area roads onwhich they occur.

A Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) will be prepared andimplemented during all construction related activities. Even with the CTMP, it is possible thatsome streets may experience substantial short-term degradation in terms of levels of service(LOS). congestion and delays. Therefore, even with mitigation, the short-term traffic adverseimpacts during construction of the Preferred Alternative are assumed to be significant.

jps. The Board hereby makes findings (1) and (3).

Facts in Support of Findig. The mitigation measures and other facts described below supportthe finding that, although the impact of the project has been reduced, it cannot feasibly be

Master Drafi: 2/16/2006 -7-
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Detailed figures showing impacts to land uses by each build Alternative are provided in
Appendix A of the Land Use Technical Report.

2.2.1 Significant Effect: Existing Land Use — San Onofre State Beach
(SOSB Cristianitos Subunit. The Preferred Alternative extends south through the Cristianitos
Subunit of SOSI3. The alignment would not directly impact the San Mateo Campground, but
would have an impact on the resource value of SOSB because it would introduce an urban use to
an area that is semi-rural with some amount of urban development (e.g. roads, transmission
facility, existing Marine housing, transmission lines) valued for its aesthetic values. The direct
impacts to the Cristianitos Subunit would reduce the size of SOSB by approximately 117 ha (289
ac) to 161 ha (398 ac).

Findig. The Board hereby makes findings (1) and (3).

Facts in Support of Findings. The mitigation measures and other facts described below support
the finding that, although the impact of the project has been reduced will it cannot
feasibly be mitigated to a level of insignificance. Measure LU-i reQuires TCA to reduce inrna
durine final desian. as feasible. This measure and Proiect Design Feature 2-1. do not avoid orsubstantiallvjcsen the significant environmeital effect. The remaining unavoidable effect isacceptable when balanced against the facts set forth in the Statement of Overriding
Consideration.

(1) Measure LU-i. Impacts on Existing Land Uses. Design refinements to avoid or
minimize impacts to existing land uses, related to the temporary use and/or
permanent acquisition of property, will be incorporated in the final design, where
prudent and feasib1e

-

(2) Retaining walls will be provided in some locations along the alignments of the
corridor Alternatives. Retaining walls can be used to minimize or reduce the
amount of grading in areas with substantial topography, or to minimize or reduce
right-of-way takes in developed areas. The specific locations of retaining walls
will be refined in final design. (Project Design Feature 2-1.)

(3) The Department of the Navy (DON) owns the property on which the Preferred
Alternative tray rses the Marine Corps Base in San Diego County. In 1988, the
Marine Corps established criteria concerning the evaluation of alternatives on the
Base, the most important of which was that any on-Base portion of this proposed
toll road must be as closely located to the northern Base boundary as possible and
it must be routed in such a manner that it does not impact the Marine Corps
mission nor interfere with Camp Pendleton’s operational flexibility. A section of
the Preferred Alternative crosses through Camp Pendleton within the leased state
park and the section meets the Marine Corps criteria.

(4) SOSB is located entirniy on lands leased from the DON; the State does not own
the land, SOSB is operated by the State, pursuant to a 1971 agreement of lease
(the “lease”) with the United States. The California Department of Parks &
Recreation (CDPR) lease with the United States is specifically subject to the

Master Draft: 2116/2006 -10-
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would also result in significant impacts that could not be completely mitigated or
would interfere with the training mission of Camp Pendleton. The details of the
alternatives and reason for selecting the Preferred Alternative are provided in
Section 4.0 of these Findings.

(14) The discussion in Final SEIR Section 4.2.3 is hereby incorporated by reference.

(15) It is infeasible to completely avoid this significant effect, due to the economic,
social and other considerations described in Section 5.0, the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, incorporated by reference herein.

2.2.2 Significant Effect: Comxnftted and Planned Development — San
Onofre State Beach (SOSB) Crisfianitos Subunit The SOSB General Plan and Land Use &
Facilities Map discuss and depict areas where a proposed 18-hole golf course directly west of the
San Mateo Campground, primitive camps and two additional campgrounds north of San Mateo
Campground are conceptually planned from the Cristianitos Subunit. The alignment of the
Preferred Alternative would likely preclude the implementation of a golf course of this size in
the planned location shown in the SOSB General Plan, which would be a significant land use
impact.

Findings. The Board hereby makes findings-(4)-aiid (3).

Facts in Support of Fmdings The mitigation measures and other facts described below support
the finding that, although the impact of the project has been reduced, it cannot feasibly be) mitigated to a level of insignificance yjeasure LU-i requires TA tqic4uce unoactsibmg
final desinn, a feasible. This ineasur roiecDjn1ature 2-I,jinot avid or
substantially lessen the sianiflcant enyirnmental effect. The remaining unavoidable effect is
acceptable when balanced against the facts set forth in the Statement of Overriding
Consideration.

(1) Measure LU-L Impacts on ExistinR Land Uses. Design refiriements to avoid or
minimize impacts to existing land uses, related to the temporary use and/or
permanent apquisition of property, will be incorporated in the final design, where
prudent and feasible*

(2) There are no existing implementation plans for these facilities (golf course and
campground) and the California Department of Parks and Recreation would be
required to get permission from MCB Camp Pendleton to build the golf course on
the leased property.

(3) Since the time that the facilities were identified in the SOSB General Plan, TCA
is not aware of any funding or focused efforts that would bring these facilities
closer to implementation. In light of the state budget, which includes minimal if
any funding for additional capital improvements to state parks and infrastructure,
and the lack of identified funding resources to implement additional facilities on a
State Park on leased land, TCA determines that these economic and
implementation considerations make it infeasible to completely mitigate this
impact.

MasterDrafi: 2/16/2006 -13-
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(4) There are no known committed or planned land uses on Camp Pendleton that
would be affected by the Preferred Alternative.

(5) The Preferred Alternative is a refined alignment based on the A7C-FEC-M-Jnitial
corridor alternative. The adjustments to the A7C-FEC-M-Initial Alternative
reduce the total area within the disturbance limits (including proposed roadway
and other improvements, as well as construction staging areas). The reduction in
the total disturbance area limits results in a somewhat reduced impact to planned
land uses.

(6) The discussion in Section 4.2.3. is hereby incorporated by reference.

(7) Alternatives were evaluated that avoid this impact. Those alternatives were
determined to be impracticable and/or determined to be infeasible because they

• would also result in significant impacts that could not be completely mitigated.
The details of the alternatives and reason for selecting the Preferred Alternative
are provided in Section 4.0 of these Findings..

(8). It is infeasible to completely avoid this significant effect, due to the economic,
social and other considerations described in Section 5.0, the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, incorporated by reference herein.

2.2.3 Sifflcant Effect The Pref&ed Alternative will have . adverse
• cumulative land use impacts on MCB Camp Pendleton.by contributing to encroachment impacts

) on the northern part of the Base. MCB Camp Pendleton is a unique land use due to the military
training conducted on the Base. The Preferred Alternative will, impact the buffer that SOSB
provides and create a physical barrier on the northern boundary of the Base. Although the area is
leased now to the State for park use, the lease allows for military training activity to occur in this
area. In addition, it is possible that in the future, when the lease expires, the land could revert to
active military training area. Implementation of the proposed project would further limit the
ability of MCB Camp Pendleton to make use of the area by providing a physical barrier on the
northern part of base, in essence causing a reduction in the total training area or potential training
area on the Base. This reduction in training area would also be considered a cumulative adverse
impact on the Base because training area on the Base is afready limited and continues to be
further limited by environmental regulations and residential development encroachment.

Findings. The Board hereby makes findings-f4an4 (3).

Facts in Support of Findings. The mitigation measures and other facts described below support
the finding that, although the impact of the project has been reduced, it cannot feasibly be
mitigated to a level of insignificance. ry1csure LU-i reouires TCA to reduceJppcts during
esign.. as fasibç. This measurrd roj,t.Design Feature 2-L dgnot avoid or

the Si remaining unavoidable effect is
acceptable when balanced against the facts set forth in the Statement of Overriding
Consideration.

(1) Measure LU-i. Impacts on Existing Land Uses. Design refinements to avoid or
minimize impacts to existing land uses, related to the temporary use and/or

Master Draft: 2/16/2006 -‘14-
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- areas which have been subject to a notice of non-renewal, with the remainder currently
remaining in agricultural preserve status. Williamson Act contracts adjacent to the Preferred
Alternative are scheduled for withdrawal between 2001 and 2008, and while some of these areas
will be withdrawn from agricultural preserves prior to construction, a substantial part of the
property will remain in agricultural preserves. The Preferred Alternative would traverse an area
of 24.48 ha (60.46 ac) noticed for non-renewal in 2008, and thereby would only adversely impact
areas in agricultural preserves by removing land (if grading starts before the non-renewal goes
into effect in 2008).

Findings. The Board hereby makes findings (l)-{2) and (3).

Facts in Support of Findings. The mitigation measures and other facts described below support
the finding that, although the impact of the project has been reduced, it cannot feasibly bemitigated to a level of insignificance. The remaining unavoidable effect is acceptable whenbalanced against the facts set forth in the Statement of Overriding Consideration.

(1) Measure AG-i. Existing Operations on RMV. During final design, and in
coordination with RMV and its agricultural leaseholders, the contractor will
finalize the realignments of access roads on the ranch to provide cattle and
equipment crossings to minimize impediments tO cattle movement and routine
agricultural operations and normal business activities;

(2) Measure AG-2. Existñi Operations on RMV; Prior to the start of any
construction activities, any corrals and/or windmills within the disturbance limits
of a SCJCTJ.TP build Alternativewill berelàcatedor replaced. in the event that the

• RMV or the leaseholder does not want the facility relocated, appropriate
V

V compensation for the facility will be provided. V
V

V V

(3) Commitment AGC-l. Existing Operations on RMV. Prior to the start of anyV

construction activity, written notification will be provided to agricultural property
V

•

owners or leàseholders immediately adjacent to the disturbance limits for the
V

SOCT1IP build Alternative. The notification is to indicate the intent to begin
construction, including an estimated date for the start of construction. This
notificatioii shall be provided at least three, but no more than 12, months prior to
the start of construction activity. V

(4) The discussion in Section 4.3.3.2 of the Final SEIR is hereby incorporated by
reference. V

(5)
•

The decision to develop agricultural land is driven by economic factors that must
be weighed by the landowner and/or developer. Notwithstanding the

V

financial
V

V incentives of Williamson Act agreements, there exists no policy in the County of
Orange General Plan or zoning that would discourage the conversion of the land
from agricultural uses to more intense urban uses, And, there are no policies thatrequire preservation of agricultural areas.

(6) The Ranch Plan General Plan Amendment has been approved, providing acombination of development and open space for RMV. Additionally, the
Master Draft: 2/16/2006 -16-
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2.3.2 Significant Effect: NRCS Resources on MCB Camp Pendleton. The
Final SEIR shows in Tables 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 that the Preferred Alternative would result in the loss
of approximately 2.9 ha (7.1 ac) of Farmland of Statewide Importance on MCB-Pendleton.
Also, due to an alignment shift, the Preferred Alternative would affect an additional I ha (2.57
ac) of rated agricultural land on MCB Camp Pendleton. This represents approximately 0.04
percent of farmland in the S OCT11? study area. Based on the quality of these soil resources as
defined by the NRCS, the Preferred Alternative would adversely impact farmlands.

Findings. The Board hereby makes findings (l)r(2)and (3).

Facts in Support of Findings. The mitigation measures and other facts described below support
the finding that, although the impact of the project has been reduced, it cannot feasibly be
mitigated to a level of insignificance. The remaining unavoidable effect is acceptable when
balanced against the facts set forth in the Statement of Overriding Consideration.

(1). The Caltrans CIA Guidelines suggest that certain design measures can potentially
reduce the total acreage of impacts to agricultural resources. Thçse include
minimizing shoulder width using concrete median barriers instead of wider
medians. Additional types of design exceptions or modifications are generally not
refined until final design. It is anticipated that design refinements would be

V incoiporated as feasible without affecting the safety or operation of the road, to
V

V avoid or minimize impacts on resources, including agricultural resources.
V

V

V Mitigation Measure LU-i Vimplements this Caltrans Guideline.

(2) The typical standard for lost resources is replacement. V However, with agricultural
V : land, replacement is difficult and very expensive. In Orange County, the cost

V alone would make replacement as a mitigation measure impractical, as market
V conditions for land continue to heavily favor development over agricultural uses.

(3) The agricultural land that will be lost due to the Preferred Alternative within
V Camp Pendleton is land that is leased by Camp Pendleton for farming uses. TCA

has determined that mitigation through agricultural preservation or an easement is
not feasible for the reasons described above and for the following reasons.

First, the acreage impacted V within Camp Pendleton is very small,
approximately 10 acres for the Preferred Alternative. The Farmland
Conversion Form in Appendix E shows the average farm size as 167 acres.
There is no established agricultural easement program on Camp Pendleton
because the land is controlled by the United States. Therefore, there is rio
mechanism by which TCA Vcan add on to an existing program to assist in
creating or preserving a larger farni parcel within Camp Pendleton. Due to the
large size of Camp Pendleton, there are no private lands available for fanning,

V other than the Rancho Mission Viejo Company property discuss above) for
several miles.

V

V • Secondly, as described above and based on the U.S. ownership of Camp
V

Pendleton and the committed land uses in south Orange County, no parcels
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• Develop a traffic plan to minimize traffic flow interference from construction
• activities (the plan may include advance public notice of routing, use of public
transportation and satellite parking areas with a shuttle service).

• Include in construction grading plans a statement that work crews shut off
equipment when not in use.

• Support and encourage ridesharing and transit incentives for the construction
crew.

(6) For the SQCTUPL build Alternatives—the peak ctjn,.PM1oemissions
(727 2,615 pounds per day) are minor compared to the total average annual of
416 tons per day (832,000 pounds per day) of particulate matter currently ‘“released in the whole SCAB 2(X)0’ andforecast to 308O00 oounds pdav for
2fl0. The PM10 emissions from the Preferred Alternative would only be
approximately 1000 pounds per day.

(7) The criteria SCAQMD are intended to be set at the lowest levels for which air
quality impacts may occur. The fact that the project is projected to exceed the
criteria implies that there will be increases in the concentrations of these
pollutants that would be measurable. For example, the state PM10 standards are
exceeded in the study area, and slight increases in the concentrations ofPM10may
occur. The federal PM10 standard is not exceeded in the area, and it is not
anticipated that the quantities of pollutants released would be so great as to cause
a violation of the federal standards. The increases would be local to the
construction activities and wouldbc temporary.

(8) SCAQMD and SCAG, in coordination with local governments and the private
sector, have developed the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB.
The overall control strategy for the AQMP is to meet applicable state and federal
requirements and to demonstrate attainment with the ambient air quality standards
(AAQS).

(9) The SOCTIIP alternatives were evaluated to detennine whether they would meet
conformity requirements in the State Implementation Plan. FUWA projects must
be found to conform before they are adopted, accepted, approved or fónded.
Transportation projects must conform to the following criteria established in the
CAA Section 176(e)(2)(C): They must come from a conforming transportation
plan and TIP. The Preferred Alternative is consistent with the RTIP.

(10) It is not feasible to reduce the construction emissions below the significance
thresholds. All mitigation measures suggested by commentors have been
considered and, when reasonable and feasible, have been added to the list of
mitigation measures. To reduce emissions simply by reducing the rate of
grading/construction is not reasonable, This approach could extent theconstruction period to several years, which would have other impacts. Similarresults would occur for all Alternative, except the No Action Alternative.
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(4) Measure TE-25 previously listed, also mitigates this impact.

(5) Measure TE-27 previously listed, also mitigates for this impact (to floodplain sage
scrub).

(6) This loss would not preclude the ability of the southern subregion to conserve this
species in the subregion because approximately 99.2 percent of the recorded
occurrence within the southern subregion would remain after completion of the
alignment.

(7) The limited acreage of critical habitat and low number of guatcatcher locations
affected by the project indicate that there will be similarly minimal effect on those
habitat components that are essential for the primary biological needs of the
species, including foraging, nesting, rearing of young, intra-specific
communication, roosting, dispersal, genetic exchange, or sheltering.

(8) The Preferred Alternative alignment includes wildlife bridges and culverts which
serve to maintain linkages within and between the critical habitat units. As
detailed in mitigation measure WV-I 5, the location of the proposed wildlife
bridges and culverts will provide adequate travel capabilities, contain adequate
vegetation cover, have adequate daylight, and have appropriate fencing to
encourage animals to use these underpasses. The bridges, arch culverts, and box
culverts that provide for wildlife undercrossings have been incorporated into the
project design at locations that are consistent with the linkages Identified in the
NCCPLHCP guidelines.

(9) As described in Resnonse to Comment 021-258. the tigatjnank Aemerit
for the Uuer Chicmita Caiyon Conservation Area/Mitiaation Bank (“Chiauita
Preserve”) authorizes the TCA to cç4pçt restoration activities to create
additional habitat.

The area currently sunnorts the followin2 four different niant communities:
‘Jannual arasslands. coastal sage scrub. oak woodlançLneremual arasslands. ‘ L

Some of the areas are ecotonesJbLtansition fromiinua1 grasslands to coastal
sane scrub. Dearadethr low gali hbiiat areas that have potentiaLfi
restoratkia or enhancement include areasimjnated by ruderal veaetation or non
native grassland. as well as ntIve habitats with a jnerpt cover of invasive.
flQanative specj egradoriow-qualitv habitat aretbt have potential fr
rtoration or etthancçtpent include areas dominated by ruderal veaetation or non
pativç grassland. as well as native habitats with a hih-nercent cover of invasive,
uonatiuecies

çjeditstçjd be developj Under the Bank gremjJ1e TCA mxiat
anplyt.o the
LestoratiolLplan fot bJhose aaencies, FHWA1DA_ arccisrteutly
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cnjthina with USFWS anCLCDFG on the apnrooriate
and specific areas and sizes of restoration activities..

LIOL With the Preferred Alternative in place, there will be no net loss of habitat value
for the California gnatcatcher. The chart below summarizes the net habitat value
gains and losses relative to the gnatcatcher and its coastal sage scrub habitat based
on an evaluation of the ChIouita Preserve by a restoration ecoloaist.

California Gnatcatcher
SOCTIIP A7C-FEC-M

Habitat Values
A7C-FEC-M impacts to coastal sage scrub

- 385 acres
A7C-FEC-M impacts to gnatcatcher use areas - 15 use areas
Chiquita Conservation - Existing + 327 credits

(occupied)
Chiquita Restoration - Proposed +241 credits
Chiquita bird locations - Existing +31 locations
Chiquita bird locations - estimated for restoration +12 locations

As shown, habitat values will be increased with the Preferred Alternative.

(UG) Indirect impacts will be avoided through the hydrology and runoff system and
measures such as lighting design to avoid light spillage.

V

(lZ4) It is infeasible to completely avoid this significant effect, due to the ecotiomic,
social and other considerations described in Section 5.0, the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, incorporated by reference herein.

V

V 2.7.3 Significant Effect. Long Term Impacts to the Arroyn Toad. Indirectand direct impacts to occupied drainages (San Juan, San Mateo, San Onofre, and Cristianitos
creeks) that are known to or are likely to support arroyo toad would represent a significant
adverse impact to the species. Although dependent on water to breed, this species is known towander into adjacent upland habitats far from water where it may forage and burrow, and hasbeen found to occur in upland habitats over 500 m (1,640 it) from Cristianitos Creek. V Roadmortality represents a larger impact for this species than many other threatened or endangered
species, due to the propensity of the arroyo toad to use the uplands and attempt to cross theproject. It is anticipated that for the Preferred Alternative, the long-term indirect and direct
impacts associated with the alignments would have significant and adverse effects on the specieseven alter mitigation. V

V

Findings, The Board hereby makes findings (1) and (3).

cts in Support of Fjiadings. The mitigation measures and other facts below support the findingthat, although the identified impact has been reduced or avoided to the extent feasible, it cannot\ “ feasibly be mitigated to a level of insignificance. V
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2.7.4 Significant Effect. Cumulative Impacts to Threatened andEndangered Species.

California Gnatcatcher. The Preferred Alternative will have a direct impact onthe California gnatcatcher. A number of the cumulative projects will also have impacts on theCalifornia gnatcatcher, including RMV, Whispering Hills, Coastal Ranch, Pacific Point/San JuanMeadows, and Marblehead Coastal developments. Therefore, a cumulative adverse impact tothe California gnatcatchër would result from implementation of the Preferred Alternative andplanned or future projects in south Orange County (56 pairs and 19 individuals). In conjunctionwith past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, the Preferred Alternative wouldhave adverse cumulative effects.

Findings. The Board hereby makes findings (1). and (3).

Facts in Support ofFindings. The mitigation measures and other facts below support the findingthat, although the identified impact has been reduced or avoided to the extent feasible, it cannotfeasibly be mitigated to below a level of insignificance.

(1) Implementation of Mitigation Measures TB-i through TE-l2. TB-IA through TB-19, and TB- 23 through TE-29, all previously listed, Will minimize impacts tothreatened and endangered species.

(2) The contribution to cumulative loss would not preclude the ability of the southernsubregion to conserve this species in the subregion because approximately 99.2percent of the recorded occurrences within, the southern subregion would remainafter completion of the alignment.

(3) The limited acreage of critical habitat and low number of guatcatcher locationsaffected by the Preferred Alternative ‘indicate that there will be similarly minimaleffect on those habitat components that are essential for the primary biologicalneeds of the species, including foraging, nesting, rearing of young, julia-specificcommunication, roosting, dispeisal, genetic exchange, or sheltering.

(4) The Preferred Alternative alignment includes wildlife bridges and cülverts whichserve to maintain linkages within and between the critical habitat units. Asdetailed in mitigation measure WV-iS, the location of the proposed wildlifebridges and culverts will provide adequate travel capabilities, contain adequatevegetation cover, have adequate daylight, and have appropriate fencing toencourage animals to use these underpasses. The bridges, arch culverts, and boxculverts that provide for wildlife undercrossings have been incorporated into theproject design at locations that are consistent with the linkages identified in theNCCP/HCP guidelines.

(5) With the Preferred Alternative iii place, there will be no net loss of habitat valuefor the California gnatcatcher. The chart below summarizes the net habitat valuegains and losses relative to the guatcatcher and its coastal sage scrub habitathaci
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(7) It is infeasible to completely avoid this significant effect, due to the economic,social and other considerations described in Section 5.0, the Statement ofOverriding Considerations, incorporated by jeference herein.

2.11 Mineral Resources.

2.11.1 Significant Effect. The Preferred Alternative crosses San Juan Creek, andmay pose slight limitations on future mining of sand and gravel deposits in the project vicinity.The minor impacts of the Prefened Alternative related to sand the gravel resources, combinedwith the adverse impacts of the Arroyo Trabuco Golf Course and the potential impacts of theRanch Plan on sand and gravel resources on RMV, would be a cumulative significant effect onmineral resources in the SOCTIIP study area.

The Board hereby makes findings (1) and (3).

Facts in Support of Findings. The mitigation measures and other facts described below supportthe finding that, although the impact of the project has been reduced, it cannot feasibly bemitigated to a level of insignificance. The remaining unavoidable effect is acceptable whenbalanced against the facts set forth in the Statement of Overriding Consideration.

(1) Measure SE-2. Property Acquisition and Relocation Assistance. Prior toacquisition of right of way, the TCA will comply with the requiremetits of the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of1970 in the acquisition of all property within the right-of-way necessary for theproposed project. All displaced households and businessçs Will be contacted toensure that each eligible displacee receives their full relocation benefits, includingadvisory assistance, and that all activities will be conducted in accordance withthe Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of1970, as atiiended. Relocation resources will be available to all eligible displacedpersons or businesses without discrimination. TCA will also comply with thePublic Park Preservation Act as applicable.

(2) It is infeasible to completely avoid this significant effect, due to the economic,social and other considerations described in Section 5.0, the Statement ofOverriding Considerations, incorporated by reference herein.
2.12 Recreation Resources.

2.12.1 Significant Effect. The Donna O’Neill Land Conservancy will besignificantly impacted by the construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Due to thelocation of the Conservancy, in relation to the Preferred Alternative alignment, short termconstruction-related air quality impacts Will be significant and long term visual impacts to theConservancy will be significant because the corridor divides the Conservancy and would requirethe removal of substantial amounts of vegetation and alteration of the ridges with cut and fill.

Eniis. The Board hereby makes findings (l)-(23 and (3),

U
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N Finding. The Board hereby mekes-4inding--- that CO imr,acts are less than

Facts in SuDport of Finding. The following facts
potential impact is not signiflcant-or-will below a level-of

-indicate that this

(I) Measure AO 1. During construction, contractor specifications shall incorporate
directions to contractors-to-control fugitive dust. Fugitive dust shall 1o controlled
by regular watering, paving construction roads, or other dust preventive measures,
as defined in SCAQMD Rule 403-i

After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation the following activities will
be performed by the construction contráeto

a. Seeding and watering will be performed until viable vegetation cover is in
place in inactive areas.

- -

-

b. Soil binders will be spread. -

c. Areas will be wet down sufficiently to form a cruet on the surface. Repeated
soukings will be performed as aecessa-maintain-t-.’iw

1 1__1_!.

(2) Measure AO 2. During
SCAQMD ‘ will be imp1

(3} Measure AQ. During construction, the contractor shall be responsible for
sweeping all public streets adjacent to the project site once—a-day if visible—soil

ree1aimed-water--eend4tion-wouk1-apply-te-those-areas-w4ere-constft1et+ontraffi&-leaves4he-uroiect site and trave1&eto-nub1ie-r&a4wav
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‘T,.t.L-.., 1 ....4 2—ef
manted by the construction contractor. Control

ot portlcuiate enussions ttom construction-activities is best controlled through the
requirements contained—in SCAQMD’s Rule 403, Tables 1 and 2. Tables 1 and 2
arc reproduced here as Figures 4.7 5, 4.7-6 and 4.7 7. The measures contained in
these tables are presented as an option to air quality monitoring in Rule 403.
Figure 4.7 5 contains measures-such as maintaining on ade4uate moisture content
in the soil, watering grading areas, establishing ground cover in inactive areas and
watering unpaved roads. Figures 4.7 6-and 1.7 7 identify additional measures that
are applied during high wind conditions, The mitigation measure, therefore, is to
require that the measures contained in Tables 1 and 2 of Rule 403 be utilized.
This potentially results in a much higher-reduction of particulate cmioiono4lrnn if
the air monitoring option contained in Rule 403 was employed. The air
monitoring option requires monitoring around the project site, and as long as
pollutant levels do not exceed threshold limits, no-pollutant em4ssion—reduotion

grading.



(4) Measure AQ 1. During construction, the contractor shall be responsible-for
installing wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved
roads, or wash trucks and any-equipment leaving the site each trip.

(5) Measure AQ 5. During na1 design, contractor specifications shall require that
contractors implement the followiiig-mea&ures

fDUse-low eniission mobile construction equipment.

tMaintain construction equipment engines-by keeping them tuned.

ElUce low sulfur fuel for stationary construction equipment This is required by
SCAQMD Rules 434.1 and 43L2.

E]Utilize existing power sources (i.e., power poles) when feasible. This measure
would minimize the use ofhigher polluting gas or diesel generators.

flCerifigure-eenstruction parking to minimize traffic interference.

CMinimize obstruction of through traffic lanes. When feasible, construction
hpuld be planned so that lane closures on existing streets are kept to a
minimum.

C Schedule bonslruction operations affecting traffic-for off peak hours.
E]Develop a traffic plan to minimize traffic flow interference from construction

V activities (the plan may include advance public notice of routing, use ofpublic
transportation and-sateffite parking areas with a shuttle -service).

Dlnclude in construction grading plans a statement that work crews shut off
equipment when not in use. -

V

ere

(6) Measure AO 6. During construction, any material deposited onto paved roads
due to a major storm event must be removed within 72 hours of the event by the

V

Gentreetor. Additional time is allowed-for mudsildes or5iniilnr events that-block
traffic over the material. In the event of road closures due to mudslides or other
overwhelming accumulations of material, public access should be restricted until
all-the material is removed.

(7) Measure AO 7. .During constnction, the contractor—shall be responsihle—fr
implementing a -control measure which specifies three “preventive” and one
“mitigative” control option(s) that would—be mandatory of nU unpaved road

cetions—with pavd puh.hsroada . ur-maatory--eentrel—etions
include:

withapayed
V
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EjChcmical stabilization of the last 100 feet from-an-unpa’ed-foadway connection
with a paved road at sufficient frequency and concentration to maintain a
stabilized-surfaccat nil tim

LInstallation of dirt removal devices (e.g., tire cleaning device, grizzlios, etc.).

[JCleaning ofpublic paved road surface at any time visible track out occurs.

The- facts in—-this section include the Preferred Alternative beemise CO(j)
concentrations for the Preferred that—aAltemative would be the same as CO
concentrations for the A7C-FEC-M-Initial Alternative. The results of the CO
modeling are summarized in Table 43-49 for 1-hour and 8-hour concentrations
for CO. For the CO concentration levels, the pollutant levels are projected to
comply with the state and federal CO AAQS for both 1-hour and 8-hour time
frames at all receptor locations.

(Z) The 2025 No Action Alternative CO concentration levels are slightly higher than
the 2025 Preferred Alternative CO concentration levels. This is a result of the
higher amount of traffic and slightly worse congestion level associated with the
2025 No Action Alternative. The 2025 Preferred Alternative shows overall
improvement in CO concentration levels when compared to the 2025 No Action
Alternative. That is, lower CO levels will result at most of these intersections.
This is due to lower peak hour traffic and reduced congestion level associated
with the Preferred Alternative.

(240) Tolls will remain in niace until bonds are naid ofT and nwst likelytolls would be
in ulace beyond 2025. To assess this futute toll free condition, the EW also
includes Th-LCO concentration levels for the 2025 Preferred Alternative toll-
free with and without the project were assessed and the results are presented
in Table 4.7-51. The CO concentration levels for 2025 Preferred Alternative toll-
free are the lowest while the 2025 No Action Alternative levels are the highest.
The 2025 Preferred Alternative toll-free shows an overall improvement when
compared to 2025 No Action Alternative. This is indicative of the better local
traffic conditions associated with the 2025 Preferred Alternative toll-free, and In
contrast to the 2025 No Action Alternative CO concentration levels, which are the
highest and represents the worst case Alternative.

3.6.2 Potential Effect, Operation of the Corridor could have an impact on air
quality relative the PM10 emissions because projects that increase the Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) result in increased tailpipe emissions; tire wear emissions, and paved road dust, also
referred to as re-entrained particulate matter. These impact are considered less than significant
based on the facts stated belàw.

Finding. The Board hereby makes findings (1).

Facts in S,qpport of indig, The following facts or mitigation measures indicate that this
potential impact is not significant, or will be mitigated below a level of significance.
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(1) Measures Ag-I. AQ-2, AQ-3, AO-4, AQ-5, AQ-6 and Ag-? are hereby
incorporated by reference.

(2) VMT-related emissions ofPM10 are generally spread out along the entire roadway
network and not concentrated in any one area. Hot spots or high levels of local
pollutant concentrations generally occur at congested intersections, where a large
number of vehicles may sit and idle or move slowly, resulting in a larger amount
of emissions being released within a small area. Therefore, to reduce the severity
ofhot spot conditions it is important to reduce the level of congestion, particularly
on the arterial roadway network, which the Preferred Alternative will do.

(3) The Preferred Alternative would result in a very small increase in regional VMT
(i.e, 14,981 vehicle miles per day in comparison to the 421,712,541 miles
projected for the region). The arterial roadway traffic will decrease substantially
more (i.e., 386,398 miles per day). The effect of reducing traffic on the arterial
roadway network will be more than 25 times as great as the overall regional
traffic increase, More importantly, traffic will be removed from the arterial
roadwaS’ intersections where congestion leads to PM10 hot spots. Therefore, the
qualitative analysis for PM10 indicates that the Preferred Alternative would
provide a reduction in the number and severity ofPM10 hot spots.

(4 The PM levels for the Preferred Alternative will comply with the federal PM
Ambient Air Oualitv Standards (AAOS) of 150 ua/m3. See Air Oualitv Technical
Report Table 5-22. Mthoiwh future PML0 concentrations will exceed the stateAAOS. this is due to the high backround concentrations that already exceed the
state AAOS. As a result, the Pj concentration levels are projected to
consistetjyxceed the stateAAOS in future years,with or without theproiect.

3.6.3 Potential Effect The operation of the Corridor could have air quality
impacts relative to toxic air contaminants because in 1998 the California Air Resources Board
(APE) identified particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines (Diesel Particulate Matter or
DPM) as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC). As a part of the identification process, the ARB’s
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) evaluated the potential for DPM
to affect human health. The OEHHA found that exposures to DPM resulted in an increased risk
of cancer and an increase in chronic non-caricer health effects. DPM is one of several airborne
TACs that could be increased with implementation oftheCorridor. DPM impacts are considered
less than significant based on the fact stated below.

EIiI4ing. The Board hereby makes findings (1).

Facts in Support of Finding. The following facts or mitigation measures indicate that this
potential impact is not significant, or will be mitigated below a level of significance.

(1) The Preferred Alternative will not result in a significant adverse impact related tà
increased cancer risks as a result of increased DPM exposure along the northern
portion of the Preferred Alternative. Table 7.8-2F shows that cancer risks are
projected to exceed the cancer risk significance threshold of 10 per million
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(4) Attachment 10 to the Response to Comments demonstrates the consistency of the
Preferred Alternative with the NCCP planning principles, and is incorporated by
reference.

3.11.2 Potential Effect. Short Term Impacts to the Thread-Leaved
Brodiaea. Direct impacts to thread-leaved brodiaea may occur. The specio ic not widespread
in California, and (2) the species distribution in Orange County is not well documented, and the
plants within the impact area represent a substantial portion of the regional population.
Mitigation for impacts to this species is provided through seed collection, the translocation of
plants to suitable protected restoration sites and the monitoring of such translocated populations
Although it is acknowledged that the successful performance of these translocated plants is not
guaranteed and very little is currently known about the ability to successfully transplant such
species the mitigation includes monitoring and a requirement for percentage emergence, which
ensures that impacts will be completely mitigated.

Findings. The Board hereby makes finding (1).

Facts in Support of Findings. The following mitigation measures and other facts described
below support the finding that the potential impact has been reduced to below a level of
significance.

(1) Measure TB-i. Prior to ‘construction, the TCA shall designate a Project Biologist
responsible for overseeing biological monitoring, regulatory compliance, and
restoration activities associated with construction of the selected alternative in
accordance with the adopted mitigation measures and applicable law.

(2) Measure TE-2. During final design of the project, the Project Biologist shall
review the design plans and make recommendations for avoidance and
minimization of sensitive biological resources. TCA Environmental and
Engineering Staff shall determine the implementation of those recommendations.

(3) Measure TB-i A Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMP) shall be
prepared prior to construction. The BRMP shall provide specific design and
implementation features of the biological resources mitigation measures outlined
in the resource agency approval documents. Issues to be discussed in the BRMP
shall include, but are not limited to, resource avoidance, minimization, and
restoration guidelines, performance standards, maintenance criteria, and
monitoring requirements. The Draft BRMP shall be submitted to the USFWS,
NMFS, CDFG, USACOB, RWQCB, FHWA, and Caltrans for review to the
extent required by permit by such agencies.

The primary goals of the BRMP are to ensure (1) the long-term perpetuation of
the existing diversity of habitats in the project area and adjacent urban interface
zones and minimize ofThite or indirect effects; (2) that the project is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any federally listed or state-listed
endangered or threatened species; and (3) impacts to endangered and threatened

( ) species are minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. The
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ha (9,403 ac) proposed for designation, an extremely small area. The limited
acreage of critical habitat and low number of locations affected by the Preferred
Alternative indicate that there will be only minimal effects on the primary
constituent elements of the critical habitat.

(9) The Preferred Alternative is expected to result in no net loss of habitat value for
the thread-leaved brodiaea. The net habitat value equation takes into
consideration habitat gains (through preservation/relocation) and loss (project
impacts).

(10) With re jEdtp overall snecies distrib pdg ,.gnj)ecembj3. 2005. the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service_ Seyice”) published the FinaLRule on
Designation of Critical Habitat for thread-leaved brodiaea (“Final Rule”) (70 Fed.
Rea. 73820-73863). Tn the Final Rule. the Servic determined that the Ranh
Plan Settlement Agreement. and the pendjn Southern Subreaion NCCP/HCP
jgpificantlv conserve the snecies, Asxolained in the Final Rule. the Settlement
Anreement and status of the HCP/BJS provide reasonable assurance that the
NCCP/HCP will be comnleted. For these reasons. the Final Rule excluded critical
habitat for the thread-leaved brodiaea iiithe SouthernSjjhreaion NCCPIHCP area.
The Service also deiermined that Camv Pendleton was exemnt from the critical
habitat desinnation because of its Intearated Natural Resource ManaEernent Plan
(INRMP) and the benefits that nian oro vide&to the specia.

The Final Rule concluded that the Settlement A2reement and the oendin Orange
County Southern Subregion NCCPIHCP “nrovide special management and
protection for the nhvsical and biologj features essential for the conservation
fthe snecies. (70 Fed. Ren. 73845). Conservation in the Settlement Aareement
as.spxpreseryatipn of sienjficant occurrences of the ulant, and there will also be
long-term funding for management and oversight of open snace areas. (70 Fe
jg, 73847). This conservation, combined with protection of areas within
sper.s Wilderness Park nrotects major occurrences of the plant that were
prevaouslvj..dentified in the uronosed nile. Thus. the_Service has reviewed the
species distribution and number of olants and detemiined that existingn
oendin plans provide substantial nreservation of the snecjTho project will
affect only a small portion of the proposed critical habitat in Subunits 4g and 4h
and will not substantially reduce the habitat components that are essential for the
primary biological needs of the species. Under the proposed designation of
critical habitat, fewer than 26,87 ha (66.39—nc) out of 3,805 ha (9,403 no)
proposed for designation will be affected. This reduction in available acreage is
unlikely to affect the biological needs of the species. The plant can be relocated
and-preserved in the Upper Chiguita Canyon Conservation Area and other areas-in
which-development impacts will be mitigated. With implementation of the
m4tietion-measure&-there 411-be-a-net incrsjnprimar’ ccnstitnt-c-ie*nents
efth:eadlca’cdbrociae

(II) The nun ber ithnt&vtentiallv ininwleLbv the ooieet has been redncdfrom
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Prerred Alteniath The noulaton
or. groun of plants. that will be impacted has been reduced to 3, and the count of
ijyidiphntirnpacted hbn reduced to 16.

(l2 Relative to mitiatin for these inmacts which involves translocation. and the
success of the mitigation. TCA. evaluated this issue aain with a relocation
pialist. In addion mitiaation measure was exuanded as nart of the

Resnonse to Comments. and Ihe measure now ties the success criteria to
determinatIon by the Project Biologist in consultation with botanists and USFWS

yç}staff with recent experience in brodiaea transolantation methodolQgia
in the region. TCA has detennj.Ied that because of the reduction in the number of
plants impacted. the change in relocation success criteria to reflect USFWS innut
the commitment to comnletelv mitigating all impacts sspecies. tug
jpçts to the thread-leaved brodiaca will be reduqed to below a level of
jiiflcanceand will be fully mitiaated,

3.11.3 Potential Effect. Short-Term tmpscts to Other Listed Species.

San Diego Fairy Shrimp. The San Diego fairy shrimp will not be directly
impacted. None of the vernal pools that support fairy shrimp would be directly affected. Site
design considerations have been implemented to avoid any indirect impacts to this species.
Therefore, there will be no significant impacts to the San Diego fairy shrimp.

Riverside Fairy Shrimp. The Riverside fairy shrimp will not be directed impacted
by implementation of any of the SOCTIIP Alternatives. None of the vernal pools that support
fairy shrimp would be directly affected by any of the alternatives. Site design considerations
have been implemented to avoid any indirect impacts to this species. Therefore, there will be no
significant impacts to the Riverside fairy shrimp.

grb. Due to the complexity and dynamic nature of their aquatic
ecosystems and its susceptibility to perturbation by a number of direct effects, any impacts to
drainages that would result in changes to water quality/chemistry, flow patterns/velocity/water
temperature, turbidity, etc. occupied by the tidewater goby (San Mateo and San Onofre Creeks
and San Mateo Lagoon) by the FEC and A7C (including the Preferred) corridors would represent
a significant adverse impact to this species. However, because these creeks would be spanned
with bridges and, assuming that other mitigation/minimization measures concerning erosion and
water quality are adhered to, it is anticipated that impacts to the tidewater goby would be less
than significant following mitigation.

Southern Steelhead Trout Due to the complexity and dynamic nature of their
aquatic ecosystems and its susceptibility to perturbation by a number of direct effects, any direct
impacts to drainages that would result in changes to water quality/chemistry, flow
pattersn/velocity/water temperatures turbidity, etc. occupied by the southern steelhead trout (San
Mateo and San Onofre Creeks and San Mateo Lagoon) by the FEC and A7C (including the

corridors would represent a significant adverse impact to this species. However,
because these creeks would be spanned with bridges and, assuming that otherç ) mitigation/minimization measures concerning erosion and water quality are adhered to, it is

Master DrafI; 2/16/2006 -163-
256765 lO.DOC



alternatives (MO and I-S Alternatives), which propose improvements to existingflvlPAH
facilities in the study area and do not entail building a new corridor.

The Collaborative also considered several other groups of alternatives: alternative
alignment segments, 1-5 alternatives, arterial improvement alternatives, and combination
alternatives. The Collaborative determined that none of these alternatives warranted further
evaluation in the EIS/SEIR. See the Project Alternatives Technical Report, section 5.7, for
further details on these alternatives and the reasons they were not carried forward.

4.4.2 Process for Identification of the Environmentally Superior
Alternative (Preferred Alternative).

V Selection of the Environmentally Superior. Alternative (Preferred Alternative)
represents a coordinated, balanced approach to minimizing harm to both the natural and built
environments. V

V

The Draft EIS/SEIR included a comprehensive evaluation of six corridor build
alternatives, two non-corridor build alternatives (the MO and J-5, and two no build alternatives.
A full analysis of the alternatives is prided in Section 4 of the Final E, which is incorporated
by reference. After release of the Draft EIS/SEIR and review of the comments received on the
Draft EIS/SEIR, the SOCTUP Collaborative began a multidimensional evaluation of the V

V alternatives in order to identify a Least Environmentaily V Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA) as required for the Clean Water Act section 404 permit. Using Table ES.6-1 and other V

information in the Draft EIS/SEIR, the Collaborative prepared a comprehensive matrix to assist
V

in evaluating the alternatives using several parameters including: traffic conditions, air quality,
aquatic resources (including compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water ActlCaiifornia
Deparinient of Fish and Game [CDFGJ Streambed Alteration Program),. water quality,
endangered species impacts (including compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
[ESAJ), socioeconomic impacts, land use impacts, military impacts on Marine Corps Base
(MCB) Camp Pendleton, earth resources, cultural and historic resources, recreational resources,
and project costs. The Collaborative used this multilayer process to determine.which alternatives
were likely to qualify as the LEDPA. For more information on the LEDPA selection process,
refer to Section 2.2.3.3 in the Draft EIS/SEIR.

V

The Collaborative thoroughly reviewed and discussed the evaluation matrix at
several SOCTIIP Collaborative meetings. The Collaborative used the evaluation matrix to screen
those alternatives that might qualify as the LEDPA. The Collaborative determined that the
shorter alternatives (CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV) do not provide a substantial improvement in
traffic conditions but do result in fewer bifects to the natural environment because these
alignments crossed areas that were recently developed. The V CC. Alternative, while providing
good traffic relief, entails very substantial adverse impacts on the human and built environment
and on social and economic conditions in the affected community because it requires the removal
of 763 homes and 106 businesses. The CC Alternative also has adverse impacts to endangered
species, habitat loss, and fragmentation arid has a high amount of wetland impacts. The full-
length alternatives (FEC-M, FEC-W, and A7C-FEC-M) perform well in traffic relief, and
minimize impacts on the built environment (because they do not require acquisition of homes or
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• MO Alternative

• 1-5 Widening Alternative

Criterion 6: There are unsuitable demographics
• None. (This criterion applies to mass transit alternatives, not highway

alternatives)

Criterion 7: There are logistical and technical constraints
• MO Alternative

• I-S Widening Alternative

Using the above criteria, FUWA, Caltrans and TCA proposed that theCollaborative consider the Far East Crossover-Modified (FEC-M) (purple); the Far EastCrossover-West (FEC-W) (lavender); and the Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover-Modified (A7C-FBC-M) (green) to be practicable alternatives for further consideration by theCollaborative.

After review and discussion of the joint proposal, the Collaborative agreed thatthe MO Alternative and the 1-5 Widening Alternative were not practicable due to of the absenceof available funding. There was also recognition of the severe community disruption that wouldoccur with implementation of the CC Alternative, CC-ALPV Alternative, and A7C-ALPVAlternative. The Collaborative then evaluated whether the above alignrnei4s could be furthermodified to avoid severe community disruption.

The Collaborative agreed that it would consider all factors related to the humanand natural environment when identifying a practicable alternative that results in leastenvironmental harm (i.e., the Environmentally Superior Alternative or Preferred Alternative).

On AuusjQ 2005. the newtrpoztatjn bj&tbe Safe. Acçpiutable. Flexible.Bill Fransnortation EQUjp Act: ALeacv for Users (SAPETEA-LTY) was sinned into law.SAFETEA-LU offers States broader ability to use tolling. Qfl p uiloLz.cwonstration basis. tofinance Interstate construction and reconstruction and suntrtestjpn reduction. No fimdiiis vrovided for most of the ororams. and they are limited to a smaljjmnher of nilot andionstration rnorazns. Given the limited nature oLthporams. they do not.provide $4’reasonable Jternative mechanism ibr or a combination of 1-5 andarterial imnrovements. Thus. SAFETEA-Lil by itself. 4siiot change tJusioa that thtj5 alternative is not nracticable due to thnabsence ofavailable fundina,

Relav to the
objjJ-Eastern I&csijuaintaiitjjmdjpciaIoperstions whilehQ fundiuthxtsimiLSR4i or FoothjD-Sohi4 providing a loan to tb S jojqujmjji1l&TCAJi the PZMpQctpberJ,QQ5rnniorandum reAnalysis of MJtjon and Loan Paymcuis to th
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Construction activities associated with implementation of the Preferred Alternative couldimpact Camp Pendleton San Onofre Recreation Beach. Impacts to recreation uses at San OnofreRecreation Beach would relate mostly to noise, access, and dust during construction. Theseshort-term impacts would not change land uses at San Onofre Recreation Beach r military usesat Green Beach.

The Donna O’Neill Land Conservancy. The Preferred Alternative takes land in TheConservancy. The SOCT]IP Collaborative agreed that the beneficial affects of the PreferredAlternative crossing into the western portion of Conservancy outweighed the potential impacts.The benefits include: greater habitat connectivity into eastern Orange County; avoidance of highvalue aquatic resources including wetlands in the Blind Canyon/Gabino Canyon confluence;keeping in close proximity to neighboring development thereby minimization habitatfragmentation; and minimization of view shed impacts to residents in developed areas of SanCleménte, including Taiega. The Conservancy would be compensated for this impact. The TCAhas initiated discussions with The Conservancy Board of Directors and the landowner to discussright-of-way acquisition and potential mitigation strategies for impacts to The Conservancy.Mitigation strategies presented to The Conservancy included open space land for additional set-aside areas, either contiguous or non-contiguous to the existing Conservancy, monetarycompensation to The Conservancy.

nr 1. 1

tim reierrou Iutemauve
Section 4(f) Resources/Cultural. There

•.
.. theee—se”’ ‘-.‘‘

...c
n.Trirrmned ineligible for the NRHP undercriteria. Fourteen iaennnoa cuiturai resource cites have been determined eligible forlisting on the NRHP. Of the sites that are eligible for the NRHP, two are eiigiblo under CriterionD only. Ten NRI{P eligible cites are elements of the San Mateo Archaeological District(SMAD) and are considered eligible under Criteria A and D. The SMAD is also considered aTfaditienal Cultural Property by local Native-American Groups. Eight of the identified resourceshave not been formally—evaluated, in consultation with the SHPO, for eligibility. The- eightunevaluated—resources are located within the RMV lands, Conservancy land, adjacent to theTalega Development, and—along I 5 in San Diego. Mitigation Meiuiures are provided that willnzeer-mtte-mpaets-to-these-resourees to the extent feasible. In addition, avoidance ofthese resources within the flPreferred Alternative Study Area have also been investigated, andavoidance—avoids has been achieved for jtwo resources considered the “core” of theMeo Archacojgcal DistricLLSMAD (CA-ORA-22 and CA-SDI-8435). There will be noimnact on continued cmflj?l use of ter,_Where possible, ground disturbing impacts ofthe Preferred Alternative were placed on deflating landforms where there is little likelihood ofburied components for impacted 4(f) resources.

Farmland Resources. The Preferred Alternative would not result in the loss of ratedfbrmland as defined by the Natural Resources Conservation Service on RMV, Due to alignmentshifts, the Preferred Alternative would affect an additional 1 ha (2.57 ac) of rated agriculturalland on MCI3 Camp Pendleton compared to the A7C-FEC-M-lnitial and 1 ha (2.37 ac) more thanthe A7C-FEC-M-Ultimate. The Preferred Alternative would result in the loss of approximately63 ha (155 ac) less agricultural preserve land than the A7C-FEC-M-Initial and approximately 65ha (162 ac) less than the A7C-FBC-M-Ultimate.
-
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